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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-12, 14-24 and 26-28 are pending in 
this application, with claims 1, 26 and 28 being the independent claims. Claims 1, 14-24 are 
amended. Claims 26-28 are added. Claims 13 and 25 are canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer. No new matter has been added. 

In the Office Action dated August 29, 2006, claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-11, 13-15, 19, 20, 22 and 
24-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,706,510 in view Huang, U.S. Patent No. 6,571,245. Claims 4 and 8 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of 
Huang and further in view of Poinor, U.S. Patent No. 6,859,812. Claim 12 stands rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Huang and further 
in view of Gilmour, U.S. Patent No. 6,647,384. Claims 21 and 23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Huang and further in view of 
Ramaleyetal.,U.S. Patent No. 6,687,741. Claims 6-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Huang and further in view of 
Kawaguchi, U.S. Patent No. 5,832,527. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-11, 13-15, 19, 20, 22 and 24-25 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of 
Hendricks, U.S. Patent No. 5,313,646. Claims 4 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Hendricks and further in view of 
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Poinor. Claim 12 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over 
Burgoon in view of Hendricks and further in view of Gilmour. Claims 21 and 23 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Hendricks 
and further in view of Ramaley et al. Claim 16-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being allegedly unpatentable over Burgoon in view of Hendricks and further in view of 
Kawaguchi. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding objections and rejections and that they be 
withdrawn. 

Rejections Based on Burgoon in Combination with Huang and/or Hendricks 

In the Final Office Action dated August 29, 2006, all of the claims stand rejected based 
on a combination of Burgoon with Huang, or Burgoon with Hendricks, or Burgoon and Huang 
and/or Hendricks in combination with other references. Although Applicants do not necessarily 
agree with the reasoning expressed in the Office Action, Applicants have amended the claims to 
more clearly describe and point out the invention. 

Specifically, all of the claims have been amended to recite "local users" and "local user 
processes" instead of just "users." Support for the language of the amendment may be found, for 
example, at page 8, lines 12 et seq., and in FIG. 1, see, for example, user processes 115a-115c. 
An example of this may be different logins for different users on the same desktop or laptop, 
such as supported by current versions of the Windows operating system (although the invention 
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is not limited to this example). This language clearly distinguishes the present claims over 
references such as Huang, which teaches a virtual desktop - essentially, using Huang, the remote 
user can click on links in his browser to open a file. This is different from the claimed local user 
processes that access a file using an OS utility. 

Furthermore, the independent claims has been amended to recite that this process occurs 
without using a network, and by using a file system access mechanism of the operating system - 
for example, by invoking a system call along the lines of "FILE OPEN." This also distinguishes 
the amended claims over such references as Huang, where the files on which the remote user 
clicks on using a link in his browser is provided by a server, not by using a "FILE OPEN" 
fiinction, or some equivalent. 

Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that the amended language clearly distinguishes the 
claims over Burgoon in combination with Huang and/or Hendricks. 

Claim 13 was canceled and rewritten as claim 26, to avoid extensive editing. Claim 26 is 
a method counterpart of claim 1 . 

Claim 25 was canceled and rewritten as claim 28, also to avoid extensive editing. 

Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 

accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be withdrawn. 
Applicants believe that a fiill and complete reply has been made to the outstanding Office Action 
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and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes, for 
any reason, that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BARDMESSER LAW GROUP 
/GB/ 

George S. Bardmesser 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 44,020 

Date: November 17. 2006 

910 l?'^ Street, N.W. 
Suite 800 

Washington, D.C. 20006 
(202) 293-1191 
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